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Capacity development for disaster risk reduction (DRR) has been identiﬁed as one of the main ways of
substantially reducing disaster losses. In previous research, several elements have been identiﬁed that
are important in capacity development for DRR. For this study, documentation from nine international
capacity development projects for DRR has been analysed. The projects were undertaken by a Swedish
civil governmental agency, during the period 2007–2013. The documentation analysis was com-
plemented with seven interviews with the organisation's project managers. The purpose was to un-
derstand to what extent the previously identiﬁed elements are reﬂected and dealt with in DRR projects
conducted by the organisation. The analysis further sought to understand whether any developments
can be observed during the period studied, and if additional challenges or opportunities were identiﬁed
by the professionals running these projects.
The ﬁndings show a complex and progressive picture regarding the organisation's familiarity with
and use of the elements from 2010 and onwards. The elements are noted to be useful in guiding the
design and implementation of capacity development projects for DRR. Positive developments can also be
noted on the part of the organisation e.g. a more structured way of working with capacity development
and conducting capacity assessments. The organisation, however, faced challenges translating its capa-
city development guidance into a practical tool. Other noted challenges included staff turnover, project
management limitations and funding restrictions.
& 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).1. Introduction
The three World Conferences on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR),
held in Yokohama [18], Kobe [50] and Sendai [52], Japan, identiﬁed
capacity development for DRR as one of the primary means of
substantially reducing disaster losses. Many organisations are in-
volved in supporting capacity development for DRR, both bilat-
erally and multilaterally, for example, governmental agencies and
donors, United Nations agencies, regional governmental bodies,
INGOs, and the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement. While the
importance of capacity development has been increasingly re-
cognised, recent studies show that there are challenges impeding
its implementation [3,6,12,14,15,42,49]. In particular, speciﬁc ap-
proaches, frameworks or guidance in capacity development may
be lacking [8,,21,,23,,35] and there is lack of academic research onLtd. This is an open access article u
gement and Societal Safety,
n.
M. Hagelsteen),capacity development for DRR [40]. Further, knowledge about
capacity development, what it involves and what works in practice
is still an emerging practice. Project management frameworks,
such as results-based management or the logical framework ap-
proach, are routinely used for DRR projects, yet they do not in-
clude guidance on capacity development. Thus, one recurring
challenge facing the DRR community is related to how capacity
development initiatives are identiﬁed, designed and implemented.
For example, many DRR initiatives are undertaken without a
proper capacity assessment [15,,20]. In the absence of guidance,
there is a tendency to undertake capacity development for DRR
according to one's own rules and experience. This limits the ability
of the DRR community at large to build a common body of
knowledge on how to do capacity development for DRR.
There are many factors and issues that inﬂuence capacity de-
velopment for DRR. In previous research a number of challenges
and opportunities were identiﬁed from scientiﬁc literature and 35
interviews with capacity development and DRR experts [15]. Se-
ven elements emerged from this study as being important to ca-
pacity development for DRR, namely: terminology, local context,nder the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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(variety) of activities and methods, and monitoring, evaluation and
learning [15]. The degree of application of these elements was
investigated in 2010 by reviewing three projects carried out by the
Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency (MSB) [16]. MSB is a Swedish
civil governmental humanitarian and development aid organisa-
tion engaged in DRR, targeting mainly regional and national gov-
ernmental organisations. MSB is an implementing organisation
and receives its funding mainly from the Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency (Sida). In 2010, a workshop was
also organised by the MSB to exchange experiences in capacity
development for DRR. From that workshop the need for an eighth
element on partnership was identiﬁed.
Against this background, the purpose of the study is to increase
our understanding of the aspects that might facilitate or hinder
the success of capacity development projects. The study in-
vestigated if, and how, the elements for capacity development
previously identiﬁed in the scientiﬁc literature and by experts in
capacity development and DRR are dealt with in real DRR projects.
Hence, the questions addressed were:
– To what extent are the elements previously identiﬁed dealt with
in DRR projects conducted by MSB from 2006 to 2013?
– What development, if any, can be noted in terms of how the
elements are dealt with between 2006 and 2013?
– Were additional challenges or opportunities experienced or
identiﬁed by the professionals running these projects?
The three central concepts of this study are capacity, capacity
development and DRR, for which there are various deﬁnitions. In
this paper capacity is deﬁned as, “the ability of people, organisa-
tions and society as a whole to manage their affairs success-
fully” [33, p.12]. Capacity development is understood as, “a locally
driven change process through which individuals, organisations
and institutions obtain, strengthen, maintain and adapt their ca-
pacities to set and achieve their own development objectives over
time and learn from their efforts”, adapted from the World Bank
Institute and United Nations Development Programme [35, p.3, 48,
p.5]. DRR is deﬁned as, “the concept and practice of reducing
disaster risks through systematic efforts to analyse and manage
the causal factors of disasters, including through reduced exposure
to hazards, lessened vulnerability of people and property, wise
management of land and the environment, and improved pre-
paredness for adverse events” [51, p.10-11]. The aim of developing
capacity for DRR is to achieve outcomes and foster change that
helps society to be resilient to risks from natural hazards.2. Method
The study utilises two methods for data collection: project
documentation and semi-structured interviews with project
managers. Content analysis was used to review the documentation
of 9 international MSB capacity development projects for DRR,
planned or implemented between 2007 and 2013. After the ana-
lysis of the documentation, semi-structured interviews were
conducted with seven mangers running the projects to obtain
more detailed insights into their capacity development for DRR
work. MSB was chosen for the case study because of (1) the data
availability (2) its pro-active work in capacity development for
DRR (3) its own interest to enhance its capacity development work
for DRR. Both authors had prior experience working with MSB on
capacity development for DRR, which increased the potential for
accessibility to MSB's data.2.1. Content analysis of project documentation
In total, 66 documents were included in the analysis of the
projects in Armenia, Pakistan, Tajikistan, West Africa (Liberia and
Sierra Leone), South-East Europe, Botswana and the Southern
African Development Community, SADC (not implemented). Two
further projects, in Mozambique and Palestine, were ongoing
during the period studied. The documentation reviewed included:
pre-studies, project proposals, memoranda of understanding or
letters of intent, reports to funding organisations and Swedish
ministries, evaluations and ﬁnal reports. MSB documents every
project, providing a good basis for analysis. The reason for ana-
lysing project documentation is that it is preserved even if the
project manager is replaced. This study builds on the eight ele-
ments that emerged from a previous literature review and from 35
interviews with capacity development and DRR experts [15]. In
brief, the eight elements for capacity development for disaster risk
reduction are:
1. Terminology – understand key concepts as well as how other
partners interpret and understand them.
2. Local context – understand the basic political and institutional,
social and cultural, physical and environmental, and economic
setting of the initiative, including who are its stakeholders and
their organisational set-up, routines and incentives.
3. Partnership – understand the speciﬁc types of collaborative al-
liances and relations that stakeholders form in order to achieve
a speciﬁc outcome.
4. Ownership – ensure the capacity development initiatives are
needs driven and internal partners have commitment to the
capacity development process.
5. Capacity assessment – understand risks from hazards and the
current capacities available for DRR in order to determine
common and realistic entry points and provide input to the
capacity development objectives.
6. Roles and responsibilities – ensure roles are clearly and evenly
distributed between internal and external partners, ensure in-
ternal partners assume leading roles and external partners as-
sume supporting roles, and that all partners understand this
division.
7. Mix (variety) of activities and methods – address capacity needs
and implement capacity development objectives in a systematic
and holistic manner, acknowledge interdependencies between
partners, sectors, capacity levels and types
8. Monitoring, evaluation and learning – ensure continuous
monitoring and timely evaluation of the actual results of capa-
city development initiatives and their activities, and use these
inputs for learning.
To ensure consistency in the review process, the two authors
identiﬁed characteristics of each element, drawing on their own
experience and previous research [15,16]. In addition, sources of
information used to characterise the eight elements to develop
Table 1, included the four High Level Forums on Aid Effectiveness
[29–32], which have progressively focused on the need for com-
mon principles for development assistance. Table 1 provides a
description of the main characteristics of each element, and se-
lected questions that were used to review the projects. The ele-
ments are not arranged in any particular order of priority. Al-
though the elements are based on a comprehensive review of
previous research and practical experience, it can not be assumed
that they reﬂect all challenges and opportunities that may be
encountered in capacity development projects for DRR. The ele-
ments are intended to facilitate the analysis of the project doc-
umentation and understand the extent to which the different
elements are reﬂected. Guided by the characteristics and questions
Table 1
Characteristics and questions illustrating the eight deﬁning elements of capacity development for DRR.
Element Characteristics of the element Illustrative questions
1. Terminology  Refers to the concepts, deﬁnitions
and terms, e.g. capacity
development, capacity building and
speciﬁc thematic terminology
related to DRR.
 Relates to the working language and
consistent use of words and terms,
e.g. project management.
 Are key concepts and terms clearly deﬁned?
 Is there consistency in terminology throughout
the project documentation?
 Are abbreviations explained?
2. Local context  Refers to factors, e.g. political,
cultural, social and economic norms,
organisational set-up and practices,
that shape and inﬂuence the way in
which capacity and change occur.
 Relates to tangible factors
(legislation, institutional mandates
and economic indicators), as well as
less visible factors (values, beliefs,
customs, motives, power relations).
 Recognises that context is constantly
changing which can have unintended
outcomes or consequences for the
project.
 Relates to the conditions for
engaging in capacity development
and whether they are favourable or
not for change.
 Which contextual factors are referred to in the
project documentation, including the disaster
risk proﬁle?
 Is there reference to any type of guidance, tools
or approaches that are used to understand or
assess context –e.g. systems thinking, theory of
change, SWOTa analysis?
 Who are the key actors and what are their
relationships, and who has the power, on paper
and in reality?
 Are the main networks on the ground
considered and how?
 Are there any other or similar projects on-
going or that have already been initiated, and
what are the effects of these projects?
 What are the favourable conditions for, and
expectations of, engaging in capacity
development?
 How is the readiness to change taken into
account?
 How will the local context be monitored and
acted upon during the project cycle?
3. Partnership  Refers to the motives for partnering.
 Refers to the purpose and type of
partnership.
 Relates to the capability of different
partners to collaborate effectively
and identify an exit strategy.
 Relates to how issues of trust,
transparency, shared values, risk and
mutual beneﬁt are perceived and
addressed.
 Relates to the distribution and use of
power between the partners.
 Are the drivers (motives) for partnering on the
part of different actors clear?
 Is the purpose of the partnership clear?
 Do the partners have a written agreement, and
if so, what does it include?
 Are the beneﬁts and risks of collaborating
articulated in a project risk analysis?
 Does someone from within or outside the
partnership serve as an intermediary, to help
the partners achieve their objectives and
minimise obstacles to collaboration?
 What are the provisions for building,
maintaining, reviewing and evaluating the
partnership’s impact and collaboration process,
e.g. conﬂict management?
 What is the common exit strategy for the
project?
 Is the external partner present in the country,
i.e. a sub-ofﬁce? How will this affect the
partnership?
 How are the different levels of management
involved in the project?
4. Ownership  Relates to the commitment and
active participation of local leaders
and actors in the project.
 Relates to the use of national
processes and systems to design,
implement and evaluate the project,
e.g. ﬁnancial control and procurement.
 Relates to accountability and
sustainability of capacity outcomes
in relation to the internal partner.
 Who initiates and designs the project?
 Is there a common understanding between the
partners of what ownership means?
 What approaches, tools or processes are
mentioned to strengthen stakeholder ownership
and systems at different stages of the project
cycle?
 How does the project align with the internal
partner’s strategies or with previous similar
initiatives?
 How might the capacity development effort
lead to a dependence on external support?
5. Capacity Assessment  Seeks to answer the questions:
Whose capacity? Capacity for
What? and How?
 Involves the use of tools,
methodologies and approaches for
 What capacity assessment frameworks and
activities are referred to in the project?
 Is the assessment undertaken jointly, and how?
 What other capacity assessments have been
undertaken?
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Table 1 (continued )
Element Characteristics of the element Illustrative questions
capacity assessment and for deﬁning
change strategies.
 Includes an analysis of desired
technical or hard (DRR) and soft
capacities in relation to existing
capacities.
 Involves an analysis of the entry
points for capacity development,
such as institutional, organisational
and individual level, and how they
are related to each other.
 Is a task- and process-oriented
exercise requiring multi-stakeholder
participation
 What capacities and initiatives already exist,
and what are the future requirements?
 Does the assessment clarify the type of change
that is needed, and what is the degree of
readiness to change?
 What are the documented points of entry for
capacity development and DRR change?
6. Roles and responsibilities  Relates to role clarity and agreement
in relation to who does what,
decision making and accountability.
 Refers to the complexity of the
relationships between external and
local actors, and power relations.
 Calls for a combination of hard and
soft skills on the part of both internal
and external actors.
 What types of roles can be identiﬁed for the
internal and external partners?
 How are the roles divided between internal and
external partners, and who has the leading role
for what?
 How is the accountability of the partners
described?
 Is there a clear project management structure
and operating procedures with timetables?
 Do the term of reference consider both
technical and softer capacity development
elements?
7. Mix (variety) of activities
and methods
 Relates to the selection, sequencing
and design of project activities at
different capacity development
levels.
 Results in a clear strategy for change
to address capacity gaps leading to
the desired end state.
 Refers to whether there are
provisions that allow for ﬂexibility
and adaptability in the project.
 Relates to the use of innovative
approaches and practices.
 Requires matching of activities to
resource availability, timetable and
overall purpose of the project.
 Are the activities clearly linked to the overall
purpose of the project?
 How do the results of the capacity assessment
provide information on the mix of activities?
What changes are expected to be achieved?
 How are the mix of activities and methods
described, e.g. short- or long-term, simple or
complex, start-up or exit?
 Do the activities relate appropriately to the
identiﬁed entry points?
 Do the activities take into account different
capacity levels: individual, organisational and
institutional?
 How do proposed activities & methods take
into account local organisational capacity and
context-speciﬁc processes and requirements?
 How do activities seek to harmonise with,
relate to, and complement other capacity
development efforts, and align with the internal
partner’s strategies?
 Does the documentation refer to how the
results of capacity development will be
sustained?
8. Monitoring, evaluation
and learning
 Refers to how DRR targets and
capacity results, both soft and hard,
are deﬁned and measured, and
identiﬁes the key milestones and
deliverables based on the ﬁndings of
the capacity assessment.
 Refers to monitoring and evaluation
of roles, responsibilities and
resources.
 Refers to the use of approaches,
frameworks and tools to monitor,
evaluate, report and disseminate the
lessons learnt.
 Clariﬁes reporting procedures and
accountability, and ways in which it
can be identiﬁed and used for future
learning.
 What is monitored and evaluated, how, when,
how often, and by whom? Is this a joint
activity?
 Which monitoring, evaluation and learning
approaches are described?
 Are there dedicated resources for monitoring,
evaluation and learning activities?
 Is there are a mixture of quantitative and
qualitative methods?
 Who is responsible for project reporting-to
whom, how often and in what language?
 How are the lessons learnt assessed,
documented, shared and put into practice?
a SWOT: Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat.
M. Hagelsteen, J. Burke / International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 16 (2016) 43–5246
M. Hagelsteen, J. Burke / International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 16 (2016) 43–52 47in Table 1, the documentation was read and coded independently
by each of the authors, seeking if and how the elements are re-
ﬂected in the text [53]. When the initial coding between the au-
thors differed, agreement was reached through discussion in order
to avoid bias.
2.2. Interviews with project managers
In addition to the documentation analysis, seven semi-struc-
tured qualitative interviews were conducted with MSB project
managers. The purpose of the interviews was to obtain more de-
tailed insights into the projects, to interpret aspects of the project
documentation, to determine if and how the elements have in-
ﬂuenced the projects. The interviews also sought to capture the
project managers' perceptions of additional challenges or oppor-
tunities experienced or identiﬁed in projects. Project managers
were also asked how MSB's activities in capacity development for
DRR have evolved over the last years. The interviews did not focus
speciﬁcally on the content of the 9 selected capacity development
projects for DRR. The choice of qualitative interviews gave the
possibility to get in-depth information [46]. Semi-structured in-
terviews were relatively less time-consuming than unstructured
interviews [4]. The advantages of this type of interview over
questionnaires are the possibilities to repeat or to rephrase ques-
tions when needed and it is easier to get a feeling for which
questions are difﬁcult to answer [4].
A purposeful selection [4,,5] was made of all project managers
who had a lead role in one or several of the nine international
capacity development projects for DRR. The two women and ﬁve
men had been working for MSB for ﬁve to 10 years. Two face-to-
face interviews and ﬁve Skype or telephone interviews were
conducted between February and April 2014, taking on average
40 min each. All interviews were conducted in English with the
help of an interview guide [4] which included the key questions:
(1) When designing a capacity development project for DRR what
type of guidance do you have or do you use? (2) Do you use MSB's
draft handbook for capacity development for DRR in your work
when designing projects? Some of the elements are mentioned in
the handbook, how are they used as guidance? (3) What other
challenges or opportunities have you experienced in capacity de-
velopment for DRR? (4) Have there been any changes in MSB's
procedures in capacity development for DRR? What kind of
changes? The interviews were recorded to ensure accuracy [4],
and additional notes were made documenting other impressions,
for example, how much probing was needed, and whether the
informants were vague when responding [4,,46]. The data from the
interviews was grouped under the different key questions and
analysed [5,,46].3. Findings
This section contains a summary of how the eight elements
were reﬂected and notable changes in the documentation, as
guided by the questions presented in Table 1. A summary of the
interview results with the project managers is also given covering
the elements, other challenges and opportunities and perceived
changes.
3.1. Terminology
There was a lack of consensus on how key terms and concepts
were perceived and expressed in the documentation, i.e. disaster
and capacity development terminology. In ﬁve projects there was
a mixed use of capacity development and capacity building. Ad-
ditionally, there were discrepancies in the use of projectmanagement terminology in that terms were not deﬁned or not
used consistently, e.g. project purpose and project objective, or
programme versus project. There was no glossary of terms nor
deﬁnitions of key concepts in any of the documentation analysed.
One document makes note of the lack of a glossary of terms for the
various DRR/disaster management and capacity development/ca-
pacity building concepts and that references to these terms was
not consistent across the projects. Further, terminologies used by
external experts involved in the project's training also varied,
which created confusions for the training participants. One project
manager acknowledged the importance of terminology, “Termi-
nology is one of the basics that you should deﬁne before you de-
cide on activities. You need to know how your cooperation partner
deﬁnes various resources and responsibilities because the very
same word can mean many different things, depending on your
background and your mandate”. That said, after 2010, capacity
development was more consistently referenced in the
documentation.3.2. Local context
The documentation referred to many contextual factors – po-
litical, cultural, security, hierarchical, lack of transparency, etc., but
there was a lack of speciﬁc discussion on what they meant. For
example, cross cutting issues such as gender and environment
were often mentioned but in isolation from the context and later
on in the activities. On the whole, with the exception of SWOT
analysis of project context, the documentation did not normally
refer to any speciﬁc context analysis or use of tools e.g. stakeholder
analysis. In addition, there was limited information about similar
previous or current initiatives. During the period reviewed, most
of the countries concerned were in the process of changing their
national disaster management policies, arrangements and proce-
dures. For one project the documentation refers to the fact that the
rescue system was undergoing a change from being a military
concern to being a special ﬁre and rescue service. It was not clear
whether these types of changes inﬂuenced the projects positively
or negatively. We were not able to discern any evident positive
trend in this element.3.3. Partnership
Partnership was routinely mentioned in the documentation,
and most projects referred to a written partnership agreement. In
three projects, the MSB had a sub-ofﬁce in the country with full-
time staff, to ensure close collaboration. In projects without
written agreements a certain lack of formalization of the part-
nership was noted by those working in the project. One document
refers to the lack of partnership agreement between the main
partners that participated in the project. The lack of formalisation
of the collaboration meant that expectations and lines of respon-
sibility on the part of different actors were not set out. The
document notes that a partner agreement would have ensured
that opportunities were not missed and that commitments were
clearly delineated. Several projects called for a partnership ap-
proach or partner-driven cooperation, but the term was not ex-
plained. There were no references to partnership start-up or exit
strategies. Furthermore, the documents did not refer to particular
actors that might have an intermediary role in helping to facilitate
the collaboration between the partners. No reference was made to
any kind of evaluation of the partnership, and it is thus difﬁcult to
draw any conclusions regarding the beneﬁts or limitations of
working in partnership.
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The documentation lacked any reference to the analysis of
ownership or strategy for dealing with ownership in the projects.
For example, there was no indication of how the projects were
informed by or aligned with internal partner's strategies, nor any
other indication of ownership beyond joint project steering com-
mittees or management groups. Documentation indicated that the
partners developed project proposals and plans jointly. However,
in practice it was stated that the project proposals were developed
by the external partner and sent to the internal partner for com-
ments and approval. The external partner was responsible for
project implementation, including reporting. Budgets were de-
termined, used and managed by the external partner. Final eva-
luations sometimes referred to difﬁculties regarding local owner-
ship and commitments, particularly in the earlier projects. It was
noted in one document “The main challenge was having an ex-
ternal agency leading the project. Hence, the ownership of certain
strategic issues fell between project partners, giving rise to a
number of structural and reporting challenges”. However, in later
examples, there was a positive trend towards greater recognition
of the importance of local ownership as a guiding principle.
3.5. Capacity assessment
Regarding capacity assessment, the documentation for all
9 projects referred to needs assessment exercises prior to or at the
project's inception. These exercises took the form of scoping stu-
dies, logical framework approach workshops, and United Nations
assessment missions. However, the documentation did not pro-
vide details on the speciﬁc capacity dimension of these activities,
or how the ﬁndings informed or modiﬁed the project design or
change strategy for the project. Thus, it is difﬁcult to determine
why the outlined capacity of the project was required, or how the
project could build upon existing capacity. There was a positive
trend after 2010 towards conducting preliminary studies on a
regular basis, which the MSB identiﬁes as capacity assessment, to
identify existing capacity and current limitations in the disaster
risk management system.
3.6. Roles and responsibilities
There were some examples of external partner's roles and re-
sponsibilities being outlined. Two projects referred speciﬁcally to
the various partners, including their roles, capacities and the ad-
ded value they provide. These same projects included speciﬁc re-
ferences to project management arrangements, local roles and
leadership, which is good practice. Although a project manage-
ment group and a steering committee had been established in
other projects, the roles and responsibilities were not always de-
ﬁned in terms of what should be done and by whom, particularly
the internal partner's role. The internal partner was often men-
tioned in general terms, while the roles and responsibilities of the
external partner were more detailed. Challenges concerning the
clariﬁcation of roles and execution of different tasks by external
and internal partners were also identiﬁed in the project doc-
umentation. The documentation for one project notes “the terms
of reference for the internal partner falls short of adequately ar-
ticulating their roles and responsibilities, speciﬁcally with re-
ference to their authority regarding decision making and for the
ﬁnancial aspects of the construction element of the project”.
The types of roles of external partners were primarily north–
south technical-assistance oriented, and the provision of skills-
based training for DRR. One project referred to MSB personnel
working in a mentoring role with local trainers. Otherwise, there
were no references to other speciﬁc roles assigned to externalpartners such as advising, coaching, etc. No particular trends or
changes in role deﬁnition were noted in the project documenta-
tion between 2006 and 2013.
3.7. Mix of activities and methods
In general, the purpose of each project was well deﬁned.
However, some were deemed to be too ambitious in relation to
their expected duration, which was also mentioned in project
evaluations. The suggested project activities and the sequence of
events were not always clear. There were no speciﬁc references to
capacity development or theory of change strategies for the sug-
gested activities. It was difﬁcult to determine the extent to which
activities were made to align with the strategies and priorities of
the internal partner or harmonize with other stakeholders. There
were examples where the purpose of the project appeared to be
based on initial assumptions about existing capacity. Later revision
of the purpose and activities of the project was required, as the
initial assumptions did not take all the organisational, institutional
and legal issues into account. The documentation for four projects
that were based on international standards did not specify what is
required for adaptation to national contexts.
Project activities mostly consisted of technical training, con-
ducting trainers' courses, developing training materials, standard
operating procedures and providing equipment. For example, in
three project proposals, 20 pages each without the annexes, the
word “training” is mentioned 86, 97 and 130 times. The doc-
umentation did not always refer to organisational, institutional and
legal issues. Nor did the documentation specify what activities the
projects should undertake to provide more softer or functional ca-
pacities relevant to the project's purpose. One project manager
noted, “we are often quite strong in terms of the implementation of
technical capacities but weaker at strengthening the more organi-
sational or inner aspects which is often necessary for having a ca-
pacity sit in the organisation”. Furthermore, the documents made
no reference to any speciﬁc exit strategy or subsequent activities to
advance or monitor the sustainability of the results. However, a
positive trend was evident in the greater variety of activities beyond
the provision of training and equipment. More attention was de-
voted to supporting access to networks, disaster management pol-
icy development, enhancing cooperation between different entities
and fostering the exchange of knowledge and expertise in terms of
human resources and the integration of cross cutting issues.
3.8. Monitoring, evaluation and learning
There was a lack of baseline information in the projects studied,
and there were no clear references to the use of any particular
monitoring methodologies or evaluation processes. One project
did refer to a workshop to establish a monitoring and evaluation
system using the “Ripple Model” as an example of a participatory
monitoring methodology. However, this workshop took place at
the later stage of the project, so it remains unclear how the
methodology was applied. The documentation referred to in-
dicators that primarily addressed project inputs and activity out-
puts, rather than measuring changes in circumstances or beha-
viour. Greater attention was placed on the subjects covered or the
activities accomplished, such as training activities and workshops,
standard operational procedures or the drafting, editing and
publishing of policies, etc. There were, however, a few examples of
impact indicators designed to measure the increase in service
provision or changes in DRR abilities. Consequently, outcomes and
indicators were not deﬁned or monitored systematically, nor were
they used in progress reporting, except in ﬁnal reports.
MSB's internal reporting and ﬁnal reports focus on the orga-
nisation's own purposes and its obligations to meet funding
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ducted for most projects, it is unclear if an analysis of the elements
was a component of the terms of reference. In most cases, in-
dependent project evaluations were provided, written in English.
These include the lessons learnt, which are summarised and dis-
cussed among the project managers to improve their own ap-
proaches and methods concerning capacity development projects.
A positive trend was seen in terms of examples of good practice
being systematically extracted from evaluation reports. For ex-
ample, reference is made to the application of lessons learnt from
one project to another with respect to the type of equipment to be
procured, the composition of equipment and how to modify
training curricula to ﬁt the local context. The ﬁnal reports lacked
speciﬁc references to hand-over, exit and follow-up strategies in-
cluding consideration of future funding for sustainability.
3.9. Project managers' interviews
The results of the interviews with seven project managers re-
vealed that they believed there had been improvements over the
past ﬁve years in the way in which the MSB approaches capacity
development projects for DRR. One manager said, “We had a
workshop in 2010 about capacity development for DRR where the
elements were included, and that was sort of when it all got
started”. Two other managers commented on designing and
drafting the capacity development handbook with its elements.
Six of the project managers believed they were now better at
deﬁning realistic goals and objectives, through the use of a more
robust project planning process, and were thus able to work in a
more structured way. For example, one manager said, “there is
now more focus on results, whereas previously the emphasis was
on activities”. Another said “We have a more solid project planning
process, better understanding of how you design a goal, what
should be the objectives, how you set realistic results and in-
dicators and how we are going to evaluate something. Before it
was a bit ad-hoc, nowwe start from scratch”. Another change cited
by ﬁve managers was the importance of conducting capacity as-
sessments or preliminary studies before starting capacity devel-
opment projects. This included a shift away from relying on United
Nations assessment reports to the use of the MSB/Lund University
capacity assessment approach as the basis for designing a capacity
development project: “We have been getting better with collecting
the baseline and to get the local organisation to look at the actual
needs and capacity and to ask us what they want, not we telling
them”.
The interviews revealed a mixed picture about the general
availability of guidance for capacity development for DRR, and
familiarity with, or use of, the eight elements. Five of the seven
respondents indicated that they had not used any particular gui-
dance, but relied on their own personal previous experience or
that of colleagues. Reasons cited included time and work pres-
sures. Also, prior to 2010, MSB did not have any speciﬁc capacity
development guidance. Four project managers mentioned that
they were aware of the draft handbook as an important “tailor
made” reference for project managers at MSB designing capacity
development projects for DRR. All seven project managers stated
that they found the elements in the draft handbook relevant and
useful. However, six of them needed to be reminded of them
during the interview. Further, one project manager said, “Turning
the handbook with its elements into a practical tool that people
use routinely will be a serious challenge.” The existence of United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) guidance documents
was noted, but it was perceived as being overly academic and too
complex to be useful to an inexperienced capacity development
project manager, or those less familiar with UNDP's approach.
Other managers commented that they were familiar withguidance issued by Sida regarding, for instance, the logical fra-
mework approach and results-based management. All the project
managers thought the elements were a good reminder or a useful
checklist for project design and implementation to ensure that all
the important aspects were covered. One project manager said,
“The elements help you design a good project”.
Two managers noted the inter-relationship and inter-
dependence between the elements, and the fact that they played
roles of varying importance in different parts of the project
management cycle. However, a number of other challenges were
also identiﬁed related to staff turnover for the internal and ex-
ternal partner, the need for more concrete guidance on capacity
development, how to build trust based partnerships, and issues
related to having to deal with several projects at the same time
and pressed timelines. Funding modalities also pose challenges.
Four of the seven project managers said there were ﬁnancing re-
strictions for context analysis and capacity assessments, the revi-
sion of projects and post-project evaluations, also referred to as
follow-up studies. Another manager noted, “Funding is tricky. For
successful capacity development you need ﬂexibility. At the same
time you have to be able to actually deliver the results”.4. Discussion
The discussion covers the following aspects: the elements,
what notable changes can be observed, other challenges identiﬁed
in the projects and ﬁnally the limitations of the study.
4.1. The elements
With regards to terminology, this study indicates that the terms
capacity, capacity development, capacity building and partnership
are not clearly deﬁned. When concepts are not properly deﬁned,
including translation into the local language, people may not be
inclined to probe to ensure they are speaking about the same
thing, see also James and Hailey [21]. Therefore, one cannot as-
sume that there is a shared concept or understanding of what the
terms mean and involve. This is an important ﬁnding since ter-
minological confusion can cause serious misunderstandings in
capacity development projects [17]. The way in which capacity
development is perceived will have an impact on the activities and
methods chosen, how they are designed and implemented, and
how the partnership is perceived and organised. Therefore, it is
crucial to deﬁne what capacity development means and the terms
that will be used in the assessment, design and implementation of
capacity development for DRR initiatives, as has been found in
other studies [10, 21, 24, 44]
Local context analysis and capacity assessment are closely re-
lated. Often it is an iterative and emergent process with a need to
have a structured approach including the use of different tools to
undertake these analyses. Local context analysis and capacity as-
sessment, also referred to in the documentation as preliminary
studies, SWOT analysis and inception studies, were carried out in
three of the nine projects analysed. Yet, the lack of references to
conducting such studies can be seen as a cause for concern, see
also Hagelsteen and Becker [15]. Capacity assessments can serve
many useful purposes. They can help partners better understand
local contexts and culture, identify the capacities available as well
as gaps, assess readiness to change, and identify the key stake-
holders and their relationships. Additionally, assessments can help
identify prior or ongoing initiatives similar to that proposed. The
absence of such capacity assessments may result in a lack of ap-
preciation of how different contextual factors and stakeholders
may affect the change that the capacity development initiative
seeks to bring about [25]. As noted from the interviews, there may
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sessments or context analysis, due to project time frames and
donor pressure to demonstrate short-term results.
In relation to partnership, ownership, roles and responsibilities,
the analysis of the documentation illustrates that modiﬁcations
were sometimes made during the course of the project. In some
cases, this could have reﬂected MSB's aim to be ﬂexible and to
respond to emerging changes and to be perceived as a committed
and responsive partner. However, the ﬂexibility could also be a
consequence of the fact that the internal partner was not doing
what they were expected to do, possibly due to a lack of owner-
ship, authority or ability. When the partnership is ﬁrst initiated,
the partners may want to believe that they are in agreement on
how to proceed. However, when the activities are to be im-
plemented it may become clear that they do not have a common
understanding of what should be done by whom and how. Ac-
cording to one project manager, this may be due to a lack of
knowledge or skills, or a reluctance to reveal shortcomings due to
the risk of losing face. In one of the project evaluation reports it
was noted that the MSB responded to the partner's lack of will-
ingness or ability to carry out their part of an agreement [34]. No
explanation was given for the lack of interest or action on the part
of the internal partner. When problems arose they were solved by
the MSB, and activities were adapted accordingly, even if it meant
that the original goals and plans had to be modiﬁed. It is not un-
common for external partners to modify or change the process
when matters do not proceed according to plan, or in the absence
of clear demands of needs or ownership by the internal part-
ners [22]. This behaviour on the part of the external partner in
order to “get the job done” may have a negative impact of the
sustainability of the project, as well as the partnership itself, see
also Lopes [24]. Reasons for this behaviour, also conﬁrmed by the
interviews, are project time frame limitations and pressure to
deliver visible results [15,38]. This can impose a signiﬁcant con-
straint if the partners feel more accountable to a donor than to
each other and the intended project outcome.
Another related difﬁculty may be to how the external partner
deals with the partnership. There are examples in the literature of
the external partner perceiving itself to be “open, trustworthy,
organised, and committed”, whereas the internal partner is per-
ceived as being “unreliable, uncommitted and disorganised” [1]
Therefore, external partners may determine that to be able to
write something positive in the project report, it is probably better
to “do it yourself” [1]. This is closely linked to prevailing power
issues and relations, which can have a considerable inﬂuence on
any type of development project [7]. In successful partnerships, all
parties must be active and involved in accomplishing activities
together, not just the external partner, and to be accountable to
one another. Regardless of the roles of the partners, decisions must
be based on a mutual understanding of the capacities and needs
of the internal partner and on the abilities of the external
partner [28]. As mentioned in one project evaluation, the internal
partner should ideally perform the bulk of the work [34],
as they know their context and capacities best. However, the
lack of ownership by internal partners in capacity development
is one of the main reasons for the failure of many initiatives
[24–26, 43].
Concerning mix of activities, in the documentation studied
most activities focused on the creation or enhancement of capa-
city, including the development of knowledge and skills of in-
dividuals, the establishment of structures, standard operating
procedures, guidelines and legislation. Training was a common
activity in all the documentation and, for that matter, in many
capacity development projects [23]. In fact, training is often used
synonymously with capacity development [15,,37]. Training may
be preferred as it is relatively easy to plan and implement;particularly one-off events, which are also easier to evaluate in
terms of activity outputs, although the longer-term outcomes or
impact are more difﬁcult to assess. Many capacity development
initiatives focus on the provision of one-off technical training
events for individuals, without paying adequate attention to other
aspects of capacity that are related to organisational and institu-
tional processes [19,,33,,47]. Such efforts may not extend to the
provision of support for the utilisation or retention of the newly
acquired or enhanced skills, knowledge and procedures. In fact,
research has shown that training and the acquisition of skills are
not sufﬁcient if the organisation is unable to use the acquired skills
or provide an environment conducive to doing so [9,,37,,39,,45].
Additionally, some types of capacity development activities may
be more complex or long-term in nature, e.g. an organisational
change process or a national strategy development exercise, so
they will require a broad mix of methods and approaches [15,,37].
As noted, the analysis of the documentation indicates there is a
relationship between the way in which capacity development is
perceived, and the capacity development efforts that are chosen
and implemented.
With such a wide interpretation of capacity development, or-
ganisations may be more likely to select a mix of activities that suit
their own needs or areas of technical expertise [27], rather than
understanding and responding to the existing demands. Further-
more, there may be a tendency to overlook or diminish the “softer
aspects” of the capacity development process, i.e. accomplishing
the objectives of developing the necessary capacity, while ensur-
ing that there is local ownership, self-reﬂection and learning from
experience throughout the project. Thus, there is a need for a mix
of activities and methods at different levels as no single approach,
tool or method will be able to provide the complete solution to all
the needs.
With respect to monitoring, evaluation and learning there were
no clear references to the use of any particular methodologies or
approaches for monitoring how capacity has changed, which is
noted to be a common challenge [2,15,41]. Further, the analysis
indicated that no follow-up studies were undertaken within three
years of project completion. This may be due to lack of interest or
lack of funding, which was mentioned during the interviews.
Follow-up studies can be beneﬁcial for all the organisations in-
volved, as they identify knowledge valuable for future projects. In
fact, there is a need to reﬂect on, and learn from, experience in
order to improve and change future working methods [21]. Failure
to do this may lead to the risk of continuing to use familiar
methods by force of habit, rather than using experience to develop
and improve practices [36].
4.2. Notable changes
The 2010 workshop seemed to be the turning point for MSB,
after which a positive trend was seen regarding the use of the
elements in capacity development for DRR, as part of a broader
effort to learn from previous experience and to systematise ca-
pacity development. These efforts included internal workshops,
the development of the capacity development handbook, assign-
ing a focal point in internal capacity development, and evaluation
at the end of each project and increasing the number of staff on
the roster that are trained in DRR and capacity development. One
project manager said, “we want to enhance and develop our way
of thinking and working with capacity development as a method
and have a common structured approach, where the handbook,
the elements and supporting documents are part of the process”. A
change process of this nature requires a long-term perspective,
clear change outcomes and organisational support. We believe
there is a relationship between the MSB's efforts to improve its
approach to capacity development and the increase in awareness
M. Hagelsteen, J. Burke / International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 16 (2016) 43–52 51of, and the use of, these elements in its work. In the future, greater
attention should be given to the speciﬁc ways in which these
elements can support and enhance capacity development for DRR
as a change process.
4.3. Additional challenges and opportunities
The ﬁndings presented a mixed picture with respect to how the
elements were dealt with in the documentation and from the in-
terviews with the project managers. There could be several rea-
sons for this, namely: the elements are not yet sufﬁciently well
known, the importance of the elements and their use as guidance
have not been adequately assessed or communicated, their im-
plementation is difﬁcult, or that other elements are considered to
be more important. Converting the handbook and the elements
into a practical working method that MSB staff are aware of and
would use routinely takes time and effort. This is further compli-
cated by high staff turnover, which contributes to difﬁculties in
establishing an organisation with an institutionalised learning
system, if such a learning system is not already in place.
This suggests that multiple approaches, incentives and tools are
needed to promote more systematic practices in capacity devel-
opment for DRR within organisations and for learning from prac-
tice. Furthermore, when assessing how the eight elements can
be applied as guidance, a range of other challenges must also be
taken into account. These challenges include frameworks and
processes for project design and change management, ﬁnancing
requirements, power relations between partners and, most im-
portantly, the overall context in which capacity development is to
be carried out.
4.4. Limitations of the study
When analysing the documentation, sometimes data could
apply to more than one element e.g. local context and capacity
assessment. Another difﬁculty was the interpretation of the extent
to which an element was or was not addressed in the doc-
umentation; in the form of guidance or a challenge. We did not
seek to investigate whether projects that referred to more ele-
ments were more successful in their implementation and impact.
Analysing projects and case studies has been the subject of some
criticism [11,,54]. One criticism is the potential for personal
bias [11], which was partly reduced in this study by double coding.
Another concern associated with case studies is the limited pos-
sibility for transferability [5,,11,,54]. Knowledge obtained through
one case study may be transferred to other situations where the
contextual and historical factors are similar [13], paving the way
for wider transferability. There is no reason to assume that the
experience in capacity development for DRR gained by the
Swedish MSB, a civil governmental agency, is unique. On the
contrary, it may be indicative of other external partners' experi-
ence in capacity development. Further, the disaster risk reduction
community could beneﬁt from being more engaged in the dialo-
gue about capacity development in the broader development
community.5. Conclusions
Designing and implementing capacity development initiatives
is becoming acknowledged as a complex and emerging process.
There are many organisations involved in developing capacities for
DRR. Organisations need some kind of capacity development
guidance that is readily accessible and suited to the organisation's
project management practices. Organisations must also identify
the best way of promoting and using the guidance to ensure thesuccess of their efforts in capacity development. The ﬁndings of
this study indicate that the eight elements are reﬂected to various
degrees in the documentation and that they are increasingly re-
ferred to after the capacity development workshop in 2010. A
number of positive developments can be identiﬁed in relation to
MSB having a more structured way of working. This includes a
greater appreciation of the complexity of trying to integrate its
work in capacity development for DRR with its project manage-
ment process, the recognition of the importance of capacity as-
sessment and the need to blend the technical and softer aspects of
capacity development. The results of the interviews reveal a mixed
picture in terms of how project managers use these elements and
guidance in capacity development for DRR. MSB recognises the
elements and they have the handbook but the process of turning
that into a practical and usable tool will take time and effort. In
addition, other challenges were identiﬁed related to staff turnover,
the need for more concrete capacity development guidance, power
relations, project design frameworks, pressed timelines and
funding restrictions.
In relation to the broader DRR community, if the partners un-
dertake capacity assessments together, and use these eight ele-
ments during project design, this can foster discussions on issues
relating to the desired change, the local context, ownership and
the most useful approaches for capacity development. The part-
ners could also use the eight elements during the implementation
of a project as a reminder or checklist, or to review speciﬁc ele-
ments. They can also be used to inform the learning and sustain-
ability aspects of capacity development for DRR initiatives. As
noted, there may be other elements that are important for capacity
development for DRR that have not been included in the study.
Thus, the application of the eight elements must be ﬂexible, de-
pending on the context and culture, the capacities available, and
the overall purpose of the capacity development initiative. More
research is required on the use of these elements in capacity de-
velopment for DRR. This would provide a better understanding of
how they work in different organisational and geographic con-
texts, how they can be used as guidance and how the elements
speciﬁcally enhance the success of a capacity development for DRR
initiative.References
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